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people of Kosovo. The French government
for example, has been working behind the
scenes to persuade Ibrahim Rugova, the lead-
er of the Democratic League of Kosovo, to
believe that he can find a solution to the
Balkan conflict with Milosevic. Following a
recent trip to France, Rugova made a public
statement that Milosevic ‘‘was elected by
the Serbian people in a legitimate way,’’ and
that he is the ‘‘only legitimate person’’ with
whom he can negotiate. More astonishing
still, Rugova stated that institutions in
Kosovo that he controls ‘‘would do the ut-
most to persuade the UCK extremists to stop
their provocations and attacks on Serbian
security forces.’’ Incredibly, this is tanta-
mount to Rugova giving another green light
to Milosevic to continue his reign of terror
and murder against the Albanian people of
Kosovo. Are we to assume that some forces
inside LDK are being supported by the West
to try to eliminate the KLA, and that they
are willing to do so in order to retain their
political control of Kosovo under any cir-
cumstances?

There has been great concern among West-
ern diplomats that war has broken out again
in Kosovo, well before the spring thaw. But,
it should now be clear to all that as long as
the Milosevic regime remains in power, the
war will continue. To stop the war, NATO
forces led by the United States must be mo-
bilized to wage air strikes against Serbian
military targets in Kosovo and Serbia. But,
ultimately, the only way to peace and stabil-
ity in the Balkans is to allow the Albanian
people the right to declare their independ-
ence under international law, just as we al-
lowed the Slovenes, Croatians, Macedonians,
and Bosnians after the demise of the former
Yugoslavia.
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Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of the Puerto Rican Source Tax
Fairness Act, a bill to clarify that retirement in-
come from pension plans of the government of
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico shall be ex-
empt from nonresident taxation in the same
manner as state pension plans. This may
sound complicated, but it is not.

The 104th Congress passed important legis-
lation banning the so-called ‘‘source tax.’’ The
source tax was a state tax placed on pension
earnings of a nonresident for the portion of the
pension that was earned while the worker was
a resident of a state. If a person lives in New
York and works for 25 years, builds a pension
and then moves to Florida, New York had the
opportunity to tax that pension income. That is
no longer the case.

The issue at the time was one of fairness.
This country was born under the cry ‘‘no tax-
ation without representation.’’ The source tax
allowed a state to tax a person where he or
she had no representation. Hence, the 104th
Congress took action to remedy the situation.

Unfortunately, there is a glitch in the law. As
written, the law prohibits source taxes on gov-
ernmental retirement plans. However, the
cross referenced section does not include the
government of Puerto Rico in its definition. So,
Puerto Rico may still tax the governmental
pensions earned in Puerto Rico even though

the person may no longer live in Puerto Rico.
This could not have been the intent of the law,
as the other 50 states and the District of Co-
lumbia may not tax government pensions. It is
simply a glitch that is easily remedied.

As we did the first time, Mr. Speaker, we
are again discussing an issue of fairness. Why
should former state employees around the
country escape the source tax on their pen-
sions and not the former employees of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico? The answer is
that there is no reason for it. It is taxation with-
out representation for former employees of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. A simple
sense of fairness dictates that we need to
make this change in the law to repeal the
source tax in the way it was meant to be re-
pealed. I urge my colleagues to support the
Puerto Rican Source Tax Fairness Act.
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Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
once again pay tribute to the South Bronx
Mental Health Council, Inc., which will cele-
brate its eight annual ‘‘patient Recognition and
empowerment Day.’’

Created in 1968 as Lincoln Community
Mental Health Center, the South Bronx Mental
Health Council, Inc. is a community-based or-
ganization which provides treatment and men-
tal health services to the local population and
to area schools and senior centers. It is com-
mitted to helping empower its patients and
their families through the rehabilitation of pa-
tients and their reintegration in their commu-
nities.

All of us, I am sure, have known someone
who, whether we were aware of it or not,
struggled with some form of mental illness.
Tragically, a suicide or other crisis is too often
our first—and only—indication of the individ-
ual’s suffering.

While it is important, and appropriate, to
recognize the care givers who provide these
services, it is even more important that those
individuals who have made special efforts to
overcome their challenges also receive our at-
tention and support.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in saluting our friends at the South Bronx
Mental Health Council, who on Friday, Janu-
ary 29, will celebrate the eighth annual Patient
Recognition and Empowerment Day.
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Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to reintroduce the Credit Opportunity Amend-
ments Act which will fundamentally reform the
Community Reinvestment Act [CRA] of 1977,
and clarify the enforcement of our fair lending
laws.

The original purpose of CRA was to encour-
age banks to loan into the communities in
which they maintained deposit taking facilities.
In addition, the 95th Congress, which passed
CRA, was concerned about redlining, the
practice of denying loans in certain neighbor-
hoods based on racial or ethnic characteris-
tics. The enforcement mechanism chosen was
to have CRA performance taken into account
when regulators were deciding on applications
by the banks.

When CRA passed in 1977, the Senate re-
port stated that no new paperwork would be
required under the new law. It was believed
that examiners had all the information they
needed on hand from call reports and their ex-
amination reports to enforce CRA. This is not
the case. Instead of relying on existing infor-
mation, regulators have created expansive
new reporting requirements resulting in
mounds of additional paperwork and many
wasted hours that could have been used to
serve the community.

CRA’s enforcement mechanism has gone
completely haywire. It has become what many
refer to as regulatory extortion. By holding up
applications on the basis of CRA protests,
some community groups hope to get sizable
grants or other contracts from banks. This
happens all too often. Recently, the Clinton
administration has linked the enforcement of
CRA with other fair lending statutes. This has
placed the Justice Department in the position
of being an additional bank regulator. This
new bank regulator caught the lending indus-
try off guard by using the disparate impact test
for proving discrimination. Disparate impact is
a controversial theory for proving discrimina-
tion in employment law using only statistical
data. Using this scenario, a lender can be
found to have discriminated without some ele-
ment of intent or without proving that any
harm resulted from a lending practice.

This legislation remedies these problems
while ensuring that lenders reinvest in the
communities in which they serve. First, it re-
places the current system of enforcement and
graded written evaluations with a public disclo-
sure requirement. This will dramatically reduce
unnecessary paperwork and end the extortion-
like nature of the current enforcement mecha-
nism.

This approach allows bank customers to de-
cide whether the bank is doing an adequate
job in meeting its community obligations; not
bureaucrats in Washington or organized com-
munity groups. If not, consumers can take
their business elsewhere.

This will not end the congressional require-
ment that banks invest in their community. Nor
will it stop organized groups from being in-
volved. They will have the enforcement from
the public disclosure on the bank’s intentions
and performance. They can raise any con-
cerns with the bank or the regulators at any
time. Consumers and the groups representing
their interests can make their concerns known
without having the extraordinary authority to
hold up mergers and other obligations.

The second change in this bill makes the
practice of redlining a violation of the Equal
Credit Opportunity Act and the Fair House Act.
Redlining will be defined as failing to make a
loan based on the characteristics of the neigh-
borhood where the house or business is lo-
cated. Currently no prohibition against redlin-
ing in fair housing or fair lending exists, how-
ever, courts have interpreted these statutes to
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